Abstract -The Amsterdam Declaration on Fungal Nomenclature was agreed at an international symposium convened in Amsterdam on 19-20 April 2011 under the auspices of the International Commission on the Taxonomy of Fungi (ICTF). The purpose of the symposium was to address the issue of whether or how the current system of naming pleomorphic fungi should be maintained or changed now that molecular data are routinely available. The issue is urgent as mycologists currently follow different practices, and no consensus was achieved by a Special Committee appointed in 2005 by the International Botanical Congress to advise on the problem. The Declaration recognizes the need for an orderly transition to a single-name nomenclatural system for all fungi, and to provide mechanisms to protect names that otherwise then become endangered. That is, meaning that priority should be given to the first described name, except where there is a younger name in general use when the first author to select a name of a pleomorphic monophyletic genus is to be followed, and suggests controversial cases are referred to a body, such as the ICTF, which will report to the Committee for Fungi. If appropriate, the ICTF could be mandated to promote the implementation of the Declaration.
Background
The International Code of Botanical Nomenclature (ICBN) and its predecessors 3 have regulated the nomenclature of fungi since 1867. The ICBN is now revised at each six-yearly International Botanical Congress.
The ICBN currently in force is that adopted at the Vienna Congress in (McNeill & al. 2006 , and published proposals to further modify the ICBN will be voted on at the XVIII th Congress in Melbourne in July 2011 (McNeill & Turland 2011) . The ICBN includes several special provisions for aspects of the nomenclature of fungi. Amongst those provisions, that permitting the separate naming of different morphs of the same species in non-lichenized ascomycetes (Ascomycota) and basidiomycetes (Basidiomycota), has been a cause of ongoing controversy and passionate debates between mycologists -and also of nomenclatural instability -for over 80 years. Aspects of the early history of the problem are summarized by Weresub & Pirozynski (1979) .
The instability in fungal names as a consequence of these provisions has arisen because of the periodic major changes in the ICBN and dissatisfied mycologists who do not follow the prescribed rules. With authors implementing the rules in different ways, the situation had become so unsatisfactory by the 1970s that a committee to investigate the matter was appointed under the auspices of the Nomenclatural Secretariat of the International Mycological Association (IMA). The resultant proposals, endorsed by the 2 nd International Mycological Congress (IMC2) in Tampa (FL) in 1977 (Van Warmelo 1979 ) and adopted at the subsequent International Botanical Congress (IBC) in Sydney in 1981, simplified the system then in force. However, as anticipated by Hawksworth & Sutton (1974) , this action led to numerous changes in names in economically important groups of fungi, some of which have never been adopted by those working with these organisms in applied fields. Many mycologists remained dissatisfied and frustrated with the changes.
As molecular data became available in the early 1990s (Ozerskaya & al. 2010) , the need for reinterpreting Art. 59 of the ICBN, which permits the dual nomenclature of pleomorphic fungi, became apparent. At that time even the option of deleting the special provisions allowing for alternate names for fungi was floated (Reynolds & Taylor 1991 , 1992 . However, an international symposium convened in Newport (OR) in August 1992 to consider the matter further remained conservative and failed to reach a consensus on the substantive issues (Reynolds & Taylor 1993) . The matter was revisited at a symposium during the XVI th IBC in St Louis (MO) in 1999 and a workshop at the IX th IUMS Congress of Mycology in Sydney the same year (Seifert & al. 2000) , leading to a well-attended debate at IMC7 in Oslo in 2002 where 84 voted for a one name for one fungus system and 121 against (Seifert 2003) . As molecular data accumulation accelerated, so did the desire for change. Rossman & Samuels (2005) went so far as to propose deletion of the pertinent Article, Art. 59, a suggestion strongly opposed by Gams (2005) , while Hawksworth (2005) suggested limitation and future prohibition. The 2005 Vienna IBC introduced the concept of a special kind of typification using teleomorphs and established a Special Committee to report on the matter. In the meantime the desire for change was increasing; 84 % of those voting at three different mycological meetings in Baton Rouge (USA), St Petersburg (Russia), and Léon (Spain) favoured having only one name for each fungus (Hawksworth 2007) .
The results of a questionnaire circulated at IMC9 in Edinburgh in 2010 revealed 73 % favouring a progressive movement to one name for each fungus, and 58 % favouring deletion of Art. 59, provided that retroactive invalidation of existing names was avoided . The Special Committee appointed in 2005, however, failed to reach consensus, with 21 % supporting deletion of the Article in its entirety, 16.5 % for returning to the St Louis Code of 1999, and 62.5 % for continuing work on modifications of the Article (Redhead 2010a) . The Secretary of that Committee independently published proposals (primarily based on those of Hawksworth 2005) for modification to move the situation forward (Redhead 2010b) , while alternative formal proposals were made (Gams & al. 2010) . Although ultimately the Committee for Fungi (Norvell 2011 ) and the Special Committee (cf. McNeill & Turland 2011) supported the complicated patches to Art. 59 (Redhead 2010b) , few mycologists are expected to understand fully the intricacies of a further modified Art. 59 following decades of repeated change.
This lack of consensus leaves the issue in an unacceptable state, which is urgently in need of resolution. Impatient with the current situation, different mycologists are increasingly operating as they consider most appropriate, with many ignoring the current ICBN. Indeed, contributors to one recent single multi-authored work followed five different practices in the various chapters (Rossman & Seifert 2011) . The situation needs to be addressed now to give guidance to mycologists as how to proceed over the short term. However, while the nomenclature of fungi continues to be covered under the ICBN, if changes are not made at the up-coming XVIII th IBC in Melbourne in July 2011, there will be no opportunity to make any formal change until the XIX th IBC in Beijing in 2017 -and possibly those would not become effective until 2019. Furthermore, even if changes are made, more could be expected in the following cycle. Increasing numbers of mycologists will continue to ignore, or personally interpret, the current rules. If this matter allowed merely to drift, uncertainty and confusion will inevitably increase and be compounded. This will be to the detriment not only of mycologists but of all users of fungal names. Recognizing the imperative for action at the 2011 Congress, the International Commission on the Taxonomy of Fungi (ICTF) encouraged the CBS-KNAW Fungal Biodiversity Centre to select the topic for a special symposium they were planning. The result was the international symposium on "One Fungus = One Name (IF = IN)" held in the rooms of the Royal Netherlands Academy of Arts and Sciences (Koninklijke Nederlandse Akademie van Wetenschappen) on 19-20 April 2011. The symposium was attended by 90 mycologists from 23 countries.
Following presentations on the problems in naming a wide range of fungi of economic and medical importance under the current rules and after open discussion, the following Declaration was made, with only three dissenting. This Declaration is presented here also with the support of several mycologists who though unable to attend the Amsterdam meeting learned of its development from colleagues, and whose names are now included amongst the list of authors.
In addition to the Declaration, there was considerable discussion and some proposals made on aspects of fungal nomenclature other than those concerned with the naming of pleomorphic fungi. These included the governance of fungal nomenclature and the need to develop a method of recognizing fungi only known from environmental nucleic acid sequences. The key points and suggestions made on these and some additional minor matters are summarized following the Declaration. However, there were considerable differences of opinion on these two matters. We stress that they are independent from the Declaration, do not reflect the views of all of us, and [were presented in Hawksworth & al. (IMA Fungus 52(1): 109-112, 2011)] only as a record and to provide material to be considered in future arenas.
The Amsterdam Declaration on Fungal Nomenclature
Enacted in Amsterdam, 20 April 2011 One Fungus = One Name Recognizing the desire of mycologists to progress to a system of adopting one name for each fungal species expressed at the 9 th International Mycological Congress in 2010, noting the proposals so far made to that end, and considering the urgent need for mycologists to have immediate guidance on this matter, as articulated following the "One Fungus = One Name" symposium held in Amsterdam, The Netherlands, on 19-20 April 2011, which was convened under the auspices of the International Committee on the Taxonomy of Fungi (ICTF), we, authors of this paper: recommend the following steps for the orderly transition towards a singlename nomenclatural system for all fungi:
1. Follow, except when it is contrary to the items listed below, the rules of the International Code of Botanical Nomenclature (ICBN) until such time as mycological nomenclature is governed by a unified BioCode, or by a code specifically implemented for fungi. 3. Refrain from proposing new names for newly discovered morphs of validly published and legitimately named species, and where necessary refer to the newly discovered morphs by an informal cross reference name in lower case Roman type, e.g. Niesslia exilis (monocillium-morph), Aspergillus fumigatus (neosartorya-morph).
4. Follow the Principle of Priority of publication of the ICBN when selecting the generic name to adopt. This means that authors should choose the oldest generic name, irrespective of whether it is typified by a species name with a teleomorphic or an anamorphic type, except where the younger generic name is far better known (in cases of doubt the appropriately mandated body should be consulted).
5. Follow the author(s), or working groups of mycologists, who first choose the generic name to be adopted. Authors should consider it mandatory to register the choice in a recognized repository, as proposed for scientific names of fungi (e.g. Index Fungorum, MycoBank) 4 , and then be followed. However, in cases where the first selection appears not to be in the interests of most users of fungal names, a case to overturn the choice may be submitted to the appropriately mandated international body.
6. Encourage individuals, or working groups of mycologists, to prepare lists of names to be preferentially used for any groups of fungi to be published (e.g. in Mycotaxon, IMA Fungus, or monographs), for endorsement by the ICTF or one of its Subcommissions.
In addition we encourage the enactment of appropriate changes in the ICBN, or any future code governing the nomenclature of fungi, to accommodate these practices. We also endorse the proposal already made to declare simultaneously published anamorph-typified and teleomorph-typified names for a species illegitimate after 1 January 2013 5 .
Note: The meeting felt that the ICTF (and its Subcommissions where established) was probably the most "appropriately mandated body" for this task. It could then report its decisions to the Committee for Fungi for formal adoption under the ICBN.
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